extraordinary series consists of fifteen highly detailed images on silver daguerreotype plates, which show front and side views of seven southern slaves, men and women, largely naked.2 The individuals sit or stand facing the camera with a directness and forthrightness that is at once familiar and utterly strange. If it is a shock to see full frontal nudity in early American photography, it is even more surprising to see it without the trappings of shame or sexual fantasy. Here, the seated women calmly reveal their breasts, and the standing men are stark naked. But their attitudes are detached, unemotional, and workmanlike. In what seems to be a deliberate refusal to engage with the camera or its operator, they stare into the lens, their faces like masks, eyes glazed, jaws clenched. Fascinating and disturbing, these pictures raise compelling questions about the construction of-and the social investments in-the categories of "race," "science," "photography," and "the museum."
The daguerreotypes, which were taken for Agassiz in Columbia, South Carolina, in 1850, had two purposes, one nominally scientific, the other frankly political. They were designed to analyze the physical differences between European whites and African blacks, but at the same time they were meant to prove the superiority of the white race. Agassiz hoped to use the photographs as evidence to prove his theory of "separate creation," the idea that the various races of mankind were in fact separate species. Though strictly scientific in purpose, the daguerreotypes took on a very particular meaning in the context of prevailing political, economic, and aesthetic theories about race. Thus, they help to discredit the very notion of objectivity and call into question the supposed transparency of the photographic record.
The classificatory project that led to the production of the slave daguerreotypes was something of a departure for Agassiz, who, in 1850, was the most famous scientist in America ( Georges Cuvier, the leading zoologist of his day and the founder of the modern science of comparative anatomy. Cuvier was so impressed with Agassiz that he turned over to him his own research on fossil fish. In 1829, when he was just Carolina family, was a close friend of many of the leading plantation owners, including such families as the Hamptons, the Hammonds, and the Taylors. He was also Columbia's foremost authority on science and culture. He was a nationally recognized expert on American paleontology and, like Agassiz, an obsessive collector of scientific specimens.' Whatever Agassiz may have thought about the racial status of Africans as he wrote out his lectures in Boston, his attitude was radically transformed once he witnessed the real-life situation of AfricanAmerican slaves in Columbia, South Carolina. There, he encountered a tiny caste of aristocratic white slaveowners who commanded vast plantations (Wade Hampton's alone was more than eighteen thousand acres) and owned as many as three thousand slaves. In 1850, the white population of Columbia was just over six thousand, whereas the slave population was in excess of a hundred thousand. Given this huge disparity, upcountry plantation owners were justifiably fearful of slave uprisings and used a variety of fear-inducing tactics to insure docility. Thus, if attitudes toward slaves were more tolerant, even paternalistic, in Massachusetts or even Virginia, in South Carolina discipline was deemed necessary, and the need for discipline seemed to encourage an attitude of contempt toward slaves. Within the "shadow archive," both of these systems for organizing photographs -and they often overlapped-implied a By supplying an overabundance of information, photography confuses and problematizes its message; it creates what author Roland Barthes calls a "reality effect," a semblance of realism bound to detail. In nineteenth-century parlance, two technical words gained a certain currency to describe how "reality" was construed: the word daguerreotype was distinguished from the word stereotype.'6 Stereotypes were originally molds for creating multiple copies of printing type; the word, therefore, came to connote generalized replication. The daguerreotype, on the other hand, was characterized by miniaturization, infinitesimal precision, and detail. These contrasting characteristics-the general category and the specific case-are precisely those poles that govern the logic of the archive.
The early ethnographic research conducted by Morton, Agassiz, and other members of the American School of Ethnology depended on the collapse of the specific and the generic into "type."
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The type represented an average example of a racial group, an abstraction, though not necessarily the ideal, that defined the general form or character of individuals within the group; it subsumed individuality. As Herbert H. Odom explains, "The term type roughly implies that the observed, apparently disordered phenomena are best explained as deviations from certain determinate norms .... The function of classification is then to decide which observed creature may be considered as deviations from each set norm and, of course, how many norms exist.""17 Photography strengthened the seeming reality of the type by objectifying the individual and by using props and other details to accentuate the "truth" of the depiction. Typological photographsparticularly those that became popular in the 1860s and 1870s-were assumed to be self-evident, to speak for themselves, and, at the same time, to be generic. Typically, natives were identified only by their country, tribe, or some other generic label (for example, "A Burmese Beauty").
Another feature of type classification and the typological photograph was the emphasis on external appearance, on the measurement and observation of the human form (that is, the skeletons and skulls), rather than on cultural forms. This practice conformed to Agassiz's method as well. He had worked principally with fossils and other "hard" evidence to determine his classification of fish types. This objectifying method was allied with physiognomy and phrenology, the early-nineteenth-century sciences that analyzed the exterior form of the human body in an attempt to understand connections between different human groups as well as the inner workings of the mind and spirit. As Agassiz said, "The material form is the cover of the spirit"; this he regarded as "fundamental and selfevident." The discourse on slavery and abolitionism was typified by such external views of the body. Two images keyed to outward markings received wide circulation in mid-nineteenth-century popular culture-the Branded Hand (1844) 
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The construction of racial types, their ranking in a hierarchy of intellect, and the analysis of the meaning of their physiognomy in the general scheme of things all required the presence of a standard. Although these scientists argued that their studies were made without prejudice or without models, there is ample evidence that a standard was in place to characterize the Caucasian ideal. As historian George Mosse has argued, this view Here, it is necessary to draw the fundamental distinctions between the type and the portrait. Formally, the type discourages style and composition, seeking to present the information as plainly and straightforwardly as possible. Thus, the images are frequently organized around a clear central axis with a minimum of external information that could distract from the principal focus. Since objectivity is the goal, the typological image appears to have no author. (In the case of the slave daguerreotypes, authorship is irrelevant, though it clearly pertains more to Agassiz than to the photographer Zealy.) And, finally, the type is clearly situated within a system that denies its subject even as it establishes overt relations between its mute subjects. The emphasis on the body occurs at the expense of speech; the subject as already positioned, known, owned, represented, spoken for, or constructed as silent; in short, it is ignored. In other words, the typological photograph is a form of representational colonialism. Fundamentally nonreciprocal, it masks its subjective distortions It is fashionable now, in our land, to exaggerate the differences between the negro and the European. If for instance, a phrenologist or naturalist undertakes to represent in portraits, the difference between the two races-the negro and the European-he will invariably present the highest type of the European, and the lowest type of the negro. .... If the very best type of the European is always presented, I insist that justice, in all such works, demands that the very best type of the negro should be taken. The importance of this criticism may not be apparent to all;--to the black man it is very apparent.30
As Douglass so pointedly noted, the meaning of representations is governed not only by who makes the image but also by who looks. If this view accords with much recent critical theory that acknowledges the role of the observer in constructing knowledge, it also points to the part that muse- He is an Irishman; was formerly a prize-fightei'; was sent to the State Prison for five years for assault and battery, with intent to kill, and since his liberation, a period of some six or eight years, has spent most of his time in the city and county prisons of New-York. Before his mind became deranged, lie exhibited great energy of passion and purpose, but they were all of a low character, their sole bearing being to prove his own superiority as an animal. He was both vain and selfish.
The drawing shows a broad, low head, corresponding with such a character. The moral organs are exceedingly deficient, especially benevolence, and thle intellect only moderately developed. The whole organization, indeed, indicates a total want of every thing like refined and elevated sentiment. If the higher capacities and endowments of humanity were ever found coupled with such a head as this, it would be a phenomenon as inexplicable as that of seeing without the eye, or hearing without the ear. ums and archives play in fixing meanings. By adhering to immutable versions of historical truth, such institutions structure information according to ideologically inflected principles. But rather than dismissing or rejecting these institutions, it is important to critically examine their practices and to recognize that their versions of history are not absolute. Such critical methods will help foster multiplicity, subjectivity, and relativity in the construction of histories.
In the case of the slave daguerreotypes, this suggests that their meaning extends 
